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Opposition to HR418

Dear Mr. Steinbeisser and the Honored Members of this Committee:

You are reviewing a bill for a law whose language regarding slaughter is already in this
state’s current slaughter regulations. It is not illegal to own or operate a horse slaughter
plant here as long as it meets the state and federal regulations for such an operation.
Please see regulation 81-9-232, which I am sure you all know speaks of and lays down
the requirements for horse slaughter in this state. <1 have also attached parts 81-9-202,
218, -220, -233, and -236, all of which spell out the requirements for somebody who
wishes to operate a horse slaughter plant.> With these current laws in place, why is this

bill even being considered? How can you improve the current straightforward regulation
by voting for this bill?

Additionally, the federal government does not allow the USDA to send inspectors to
horse slaughter plants at this time. Without them, this proposed plant can not slaughter
horses for human consumption.

It is therefore obvious to me and anybody who takes time to research its content that this
bill is written solely for the purpose of protecting somebody’s private real estate and
construction deal. This protection clause called a bond obstructs the working class person
or grass roots organization from utilizing the judicial system. In order for a typical
working person to make his voice simply heard in court, he must produce a 20% bond.
How many of your constituents can put up $500k-$1.5mil? This bill isn’t about horse
slaughter, it is about personal profit.

This bill also misleads the general public that this bill is for their benefit and will create
lots of jobs for them. The inclusion of language that would have made this mandatory has
been voted down already. That makes it pretty evident that this is not a bill for this State’s
benefit or for its inhabitants. Tt will create some jobs, at best in an industry that, through
its own process turns normal people into drug addicts, alcoholics and abusers; there is
plenty of research to support this. Montana already has a large problem with these issues;
why would we create another source for them?

The pro-slaughter groups will not tell you the whole truth. The fact is, they cannot even
support their half-truths with any hard statistics or research. There will always be
unwanted and abused horses whether we have these plants or not. Slaughter houses do
not want abused or starved animals. They don’t concern themselves about the welfare of
these animals. Slaughter advocates don’t tell you that their support of excessive breeding
practices that have created “the unwanted horse”, and that in the last 20 years of
increased education in the equine field horse abuse numbers have been REDUCED, even
while the last remaining horse slaughter plants in this country were closed.

I see nothing in this bill that addresses concern toward the horses that will be procegsed
through this plant. I see nothing about maximum percentages for failures of “first kills.”




see nothing about regulations requiring inspections to monitor procedures to make sure
these animals are treated in a humanely and respectful way prior to their killing. All I see

is how it protects the builder and financer of this project, none of whom are concerned
about Montana or its people.

I am hoping that the bill is rejected and that the bill’s sponsor will consider re-writing it

in a manner that is more respectful and considerate of this great State and ALL its
inhabitants.

I invite any questions.

Jeff Hudson

3506 East side Hwy
Stevensville MT 59870
406-777-5390




The FY2008 Omnibus Appropriations bill that was extended into FY2009 with a Continuing Resolution is
currently in place. According to the Federal Meat Inspection Act, federal inspectors are REQUIRED to inspect
all meat transported between states and out of the US. Therefore, nothing could leave the state of Montana. It
would be in violation of federal law and EU regulations would prevent its sale. Violation of this would be a
federal offence and not subject to the proposed bill's restriction on state court action.

H.R.2764

-SEC. 741. None of the funds made available in th1s Act may be used to pay the salaries or expenses of personnel
to--
(1) inspect horses under section 3 of the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 603);,

(2) inspect horses under section 903 of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C.
1901 note; Public Law 104-127); or

~(3) implement or enforce section 352.19 of title 9, Code of Federal Regulations.
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81-9-232. Regulation of equine, alternative livestock ranch animal, or rabbit carcasses or
products. (1) Equines, alternative livestock ranch animals, and rabbits and their carcasses, parts of
carcasses, and meat food products must be slaughtered and prepared in establishments separate from the
establishments where cattle, buffalo, sheep, swine, or goats are slaughtered or their carcasses, parts of
carcasses, or meat food products are prepared.

(2) The board may by rule otherwise limit the entry of equine, alternative livestock ranch animal, or
rabbit carcasses, parts of carcasses, meat food products, and other materials into any establishment
where inspection under 81-9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226 through 81-9-236 is maintained, under
conditions as it may prescribe to ensure that allowing the entry of the articles into inspected

establishments will be consistent with the purposes of 81-9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226 through
81-9-236.

History: En. Sec. 10, Ch. 577, L. 1987; amd. Sec. 74, Ch. 7, L. 2001.‘

Frenddan by Mostans Legisietien Sandoss
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81-9-220. Rules. The board, upon the recommendation of the chief, shall adopt rules consistent with
the requirements of the rules of the U.S. department of agriculture governing meat inspection. The rules
must:

(1) require antemortem and postmortem inspections, quarantines, segregation, and reinspections with
respect to the slaughter of livestock and poultry and the preparation of livestock and poultry products at
all official establishments;

(2) require the identification of livestock and poultry and the marking and labeling of livestock or
poultry products as "Montana Inspected and Passed" if they are found upon inspection not to be
adulterated;

(3) require the destruction for food purposes of all livestock, poultry, livestock products, and poultry
products that have been found to be adulterated, :

(4) set standards for ingredients of livestock products, meat, and poultry products;

(5) set standards for labeling, marking, or branding of meat, livestock products, and poultry products;

(6) set standards for the weights or measures of meats, livestock products, and poultry products not
inconsistent with standards established under Title 30, chapter 12,

(7) set standards for the filling of containers for meat, livestock products, and poultry products;

(8) regulate the false or fraudulent advertising of meat, livestock products, and poultry products;

(9) provide for periodic investigations of the sanitary conditions of each official establishment and
withdraw or otherwise refuse to license and inspect those establishments where the sanitary conditions
are such as to render adulterated any meat products prepared or handled therein;

(10) prescribe sanitation requirements for all official establishments;

(11) require all persons subject to 81-9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226 through 81-9-236 to
maintain full and complete records of all transactions involving meat, livestock products, or poultry
products and to make the records available on request to the chief or his inspectors at any reasonable
time;

(12) prescribe additional standards, methods, and procedures as are necessary to effect the purposes
of 81-9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226 through 81-9-236; and

(13) provide for the licensing and inspection of mobile slaughter facilities to ensure that the
requirements of this part are met with respect to all operations conducted at mobile slaughter facilities.

History: En. Sec. 4, Ch. 577, L. 1987; amd. Sec. 3, Ch. 494, L. 2005.

Provided by Montana Legisiative Services
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81-9-202. Exceptions of certain producers of meats. (1) The owners or operators of
slaughterhouses, packinghouses, meat depots, or other places of business engaged in the production,
storage, or transportation of meats or meat foods are not required to procure a license from the

department of public health and human services for the business of production, storage, or transportation
of these food products.

(2) This section does not limit the:

(a) supervision or regulation by the department of public health and human services of the sanitary

condition of a restaurant, hotel, boardinghouse, or retail market or the products sold or offered for sale at
those facilities; or

(b) duties imposed by law on the department of public health and human services to make sapitary
rules for the eradication or control of an epidemic of human disease that may exist in a community.

History: En. Sec. 24, Ch. 262, L. 1921; re-en. Sec. 3283, R.C.M. 1921; re-en. Sec. 3283, R.C.M. 1935; amd. Sec. 77, Ch.

310, L. 1974; amd. Sec. 20, Ch. 12, L. 1977, R.C.M. 1947, 46-233(part), amd. Sec. 349, Ch. 418, L. 1995; amd. Sec. 549,
Ch. 546, L. 1995.

Poyeidad by Montans Laginistive Serdoes
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81-9-218. Exemptions. (1) The following persons are exempt from 81-9-201, 81-9-216 through 81-
9-220, and 81-9-226 through 81-9-236:

(a) a person who slaughters livestock or poultry or prepares or processes livestock or poultry
products for his own personal or household use; and :

(b) a person who transports dead, dying, or diseased animals or poultry for the purpose of treatment,
burial, or disposal in a manner that would prevent the carcasses from being used as human food.

(2) A person engaged in the custom slaughtering of livestock or poultry delivered by the owner for
custom slaughter or a person engaged in the preparation of the carcasses and parts and meat food
products of such livestock or poultry when slaughtered or prepared for exclusive use in the owner's
household by the owner or members of his household or his nonpaying guests or employees is exempt
from 81-9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226 through 81-9-236, provided the carcasses, parts, or meat
food products or containers of such articles are:

(2) kept separate from carcasses, parts, or meat food products prepared for sale;

(b) plainly marked "Not for Sale" immediately after being slaughtered or prepared and remain plainly
marked until delivered to the owner; and

(c) prepared and packaged in a sanitary manner and in a sanitary facility.

History: En. Sec. 11, Ch. 577, L. 1987; amd. Sec. 2, Ch. 200, L. 1989.

Frovdded by Rontans Laginistive Services
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81-9-220. Rules. The board, upon the recommendation of the chief, shall adopt rules consistent with
the requirements of the rules of the U.S. department of agriculture governing meat inspection. The rules
must;

(1) require antemortem and postmortem inspections, quarantines, segregation, and reinspections with
respect to the slaughter of livestock and poultry and the preparation of livestock and poultry products at
all official establishments; -

(2) require the identification of livestock and poultry and the marking and labeling of livestock or
poultry products as "Montana Inspected and Passed" if they are found upon inspection not to be
adulterated; v

(3) require the destruction for food purposes of all livestock, poultry, livestock products, and poultry
products that have been found to be adulterated;

(4) set standards for ingredients of livestock products, meat, and poultry products;

(5) set standards for labeling, marking, or branding of meat, livestock products, and poultry products;

(6) set standards for the weights or measures of meats, livestock products, and poultry products not
inconsistent with standards established under Title 30, chapter 12;

(7) set standards for the filling of containers for meat, livestock products, and poultry products;

(8) regulate the false or fraudulent advertising of meat, livestock products, and poultry products;

(9) provide for periodic investigations of the sanitary conditions of each official establishment and
withdraw or otherwise refuse to license and inspect those establishments where the sanitary conditions
are such as to render adulterated any meat products prepared or handled therein;

(10) prescribe sanitation requirements for all official establishments;

(11) require all persons subject to 81-9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226 through 81-9-236 to
maintain full and complete records of all transactions involving meat, livestock products, or poultry
products and to make the records available on request to the chief or his inspectors at any reasonable
time;

(12) prescribe additional standards, methods, and procedures as are necessary to effect the purposes
of 81-9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226 through 81-9-236; and

(13) provide for the licensing and inspection of mobile slaughter facilities to ensure that the
requirements of this part are met with respect to all operations conducted at mobile slaughter facilities.

History: En. Sec. 4, Ch. 577, L. 1987; amd. Sec. 3, Ch. 494, L. 2005.

Prvided by Bontans Leginialive Serdces
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81-9-233. Cooperation with state and federal authorities. (1) In carrying out the provisions of 81-
9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226 through 81-9-236, the chief shall consult with the department of
environmental quality and any appropriate state laboratory in matters relating to the potability of water,
to sewage systems, and to other sanitary conditions of slaughtering and meat processing establishments
that might endanger public health. If an official establishment fails to meet minimum applicable
requirements of the department of environmental quality, inspection service to the establishment must be
suspended as provided in 81-9-235 until the condition is remedied.

(2) The board is designated as the agency responsible for cooperating with the U.S. secretary of
agriculture in receiving advisory assistance in developing the state program, technical and laboratory
assistance and training, and financial assistance for administration of the program.

History: En. Sec. 12, Ch. 577, L. 1987; amd. Sec. 350, Ch. 418, L. 1995; amd. Sec. 550, Ch. 546, L. 1995.

Fronddan by Mostanz Legisistivn Sandues
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81-9-236. Injunction. In addition to remedies provided in 81-9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226
through 81-9-236, the board is authorized to apply to the district court for and the court shall have
jurisdiction, upon hearing and for cause shown, to grant a temporary or permanent injunction restraining
any person from violating a provision of 81-9-216 through 81-9-220 and 81-9-226 through 81-9-236,
whether or not there exists an adequate remedy at law.

History: En. Sec. 15, Ch. 577, L. 1987.

Prvidad by Montans Leghtalive Serdces
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2008 State Animal Protection Laws Rankings
ALDF News
Action Alerts December 16th, 2008
Current Cases . .
........................................... The Animal Legal Defense Fund announces the release of its annual report
Victories ranking the animal protection laws of every state based on their relative strength
s and general comprehensiveness. |n addition to all fifty states, the District of
Petitions Columbia, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands and other U.S. territories are included this o
TUE Mail This year. This report — the only one of its kind in the nation — is based ona detailec}
&2 Page comparative analysis of each jurisdiction, researching fourteen distinct categories
Printer Safe of animal protection laws throughout more than 3,400 pages of statutes. The
Version ranking groups each jurisdiction into a top, middle or bottom tier, and includes a
& Site Map listing of the best five and worst five states.

“This year we see many states and territories that are continuing to make
outstanding progress with their laws. Unfortunately, there are still many places
where the laws are incapable of providing the legal protections that our country's
animals need and deserve,” says Stephan Otto, Animal Legal Defense Fund's
director of legislative affairs and author of the report. “Even in those jurisdictions
that have today’s best laws, there remain many opportunities for improvement.
Especially important during our country’s current recession are laws that help to
save limited community resources by reducing the costs of caring for abused
animals and ensuring that those who are responsible for such crimes shoulder
this burden instead of taxpayers and private interests. While animals certainly do
not vote, those who love and care about them do, so we encourage lawmakers
throughout the country to take heed and commit to working to improve these
critical laws.”

Please contact your elected officials and encourage them to support
improvements to the laws that protect animals. For additional information, see
our Model Animal Protection Laws collection and Animal Protection Laws of the
USA & Canada compendium.

>> Download the full report (PDF)
>> Download the state rankings map

http://www.aldf.org/article. php?id=786

03/09/2009
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2008 State Animal Protection Laws Rankings
Comparing Overall Strength & Comprehensiveness

Best Five California, lllinois, Maine, Michigan, Oregon

Worst Five Arkansas, Idaho, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Dakota

California, Colorado, Delaware, lllinois, Kansas, Maine,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Oregon, Puerto
Rico, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Washington, West
Virginia, Wisconsin, Vermont, Virgin Islands, Virginia

Top Tier

Arizona, Connecticut, District of Columbia, Florida,
Georgia, Indiana, Louisiana, Maryland, Missouri,
Middle Tier Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, Nevada,
Oklahoma, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas,
Utah

Alabama, Alaska, American Samoa, Arkansas, Guam,
Hawaii, Idaho, lowa, Kentucky, Mississippi, Montana,
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Northern Mariana Islands, South Dakota, Wyoming

Bottom Tier

2008 State Animal Protection Laws Rankings Maps

PDF, Black & White | Download Map

PDF, Color | Download Map

JPG, Black & White, 150 dpi | Download Map
JPG, Color, 150dpi | Download Map .

Home | Contact Information | Sitemap | Copyrlght | Privacy Pohcy | Slte Credlt

http://www.aldf.org/article.php?id=786 03/09/2009




Testimony
of
Stanley Painter, Chairman
National Joint Council of Food Inspection Local Unions,
American Federation of Government Employees, AFL-CIO
Before -
Domestic Policy Subcommittee
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform
Thursday, April 17,2008
2154 Rayburn HOB
1:00 P.M.
Good afternoon Chairman Kucinich, Ranking Member Issa and members of the subcommittee.
My name is Stan Painter and I am the chairman of the National Joint Council of Food Inspection
Local Unions that is affiliated with the American Federation of Government Employees, AFL-
CIO. The National Joint Council represents some 6000 non-supervisory inspectors who work for
the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) of the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA). We do not represent the FSIS veterinarians. We are the inspection workforce that
enforces the provisions of the Federal Meat Inspection, Poultry Products Inspection and Egg
Products Inspection Acts to ensure that consumers receive safe, wholesome and unadulterated
products under USDA jurisdiction. I have been an FSIS inspector for nearly 23 years and I have
served as the chairman of the National Joint Council for nearly five years. Prior to coming to

work for FSIS, I worked in the poultry processing industry for 3 years. I welcome this

opportunity to share our views on the current state of food inspection within USDA.

Hallmark/Westland Recall




The recent recall of some 143 million pounds of beef products from the Hallmark/Westland Meat
Company in Chino, California — the largest recall in USDA history — is an event that the NJC
hopes starts to shed some light on the deficiencies of the current inspection process at USDA. It
highlights one of the problems that we have attemptedAto raise with the agency ever since 1996
when the Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) inspection system was put in
place. There seems to be too much reliance on an honor syStQm for the industry to policé itself.
While the USDA investigation is still on going at HallmarWestland, a couple Qf facts have
emerged that point to a system that can be gamed by those»who want to break the law. First, we
know that the FSIS veterinarian assigned to the facility conducted ante-mortem inspection
outside in the holding pen twice during his shift — at 6:30 am and at 12:30 pm. During the time
in-between, the veterinarian would go back inside the plant to supervise the actual slaughtering
process. According to current practices, that meant that if any animal went down after he
conducted ante-mortem inspection, it would be up. to the company to alert the FSIS veterinarian
to come back out to do another check on the animal. It is apparent from the video shot by the
investigator for the Humane Society of the United States (H‘SUS) that did not occur, as it appears
that downed animals were sent to slaughter after the initial ante-mortem inspection. Second, it is
apparent from the HSUS video that some cattle arriving at the Hallmark/Westland facility were
not able to walk on their own either from the trailers that transported them to the facility or could
not stand once in the holding pen without extraordinary measures being taken by plant
employees to force the animals to stand, such as pull their legs with a chain, gouging their eyes

with a baton, water boarding them, or ramming a forklift into their sides. These were all clear

violations of the Humane Slaughter Act.




There have been some who have argued that since there were five FSIS inspection personnel
assigned to the plant, how did this happen? It is a good question and I hope the investigations
being conducted by the USDA’s Office of Inspector General produce some answers. But the
bottom line is that if plant management creates a culture for their employees to skirt around FSIS
regulations, they can usually find a way to do it because the inspection personnel are usually
outnumbered. I also hope that the investigation explores what the agency management did
know about this and possible past violations at this and other plants around the country because it

would not be the first time that agency sat on information about regulatory violations and did

nothing about it.

“Let the System Work”

My members are very conscientious about their jobs. Consumer protection is the first thing we
think about when we go to work every day. We are trained to enforce the various laws and
regulations under FSIS jurisdiction. When we see a violation, we are trained to document and
write non-compliance reports. In practice, however, that does not always occur. As I mentioned
earlier in my testimony, we have had a problem with the way HACCP was implemented at FSIS
in the late 1990°s and continues to be enforced. HACCP was adopted in response to the Jack-in-
the-Box E.coli 0157:H7 outbreak in 1993. While HACCP was billed as an attempt to introduce
science into meat and poultry inspection system, it also shifted the responsibility for food safety
over to the companies. While I agree that companies must be responsible for the products they
put into commerce, it frustrates me and many of my members when we are told by our

supervisors to “let the system work” when we see violations of FSIS regulations and we are




instructed not to write non-compliance reports in order to give companies the chance to fix the
problems on their own. Sometimes even if we write non-compliance reports, some of the larger
companies use their political muscle to get those overturned at the agency level or by going to
their congressional delegation to get the inspection staff to back off. So, the agency’s databases
may not contain accurate information about the compliance history of meat and poultry plants

because of pressure being applied not to write them up for violations.
Employee Intimidation

Some of my members have been intimidated by agency management in the past when they came
forward and tried to enforce agency regulations and policies.v I will give you a personal example.
In response to the December 23, 2003 discovery of bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) in
a cow in Washington State, FSIS issued a series of interim ﬁnal rules in January 2004 to enhance
the safety of the beef supply. Among these new regulations included a ban on meat from
downed animals from entering the food supply and .the removal of specified risk materials
(SRMs) from slaughtered cattle over the age of 30 months before the meat from these animals
could be processed and enter into commerce. In December 2004, I began to receive reports that
the new SRM regulations were not being uniformly enforced. I wrote a letter to the Assistant
FSIS Administrator for Field Operations at the time conveying to him what I had heard. On
December 23, 2004, I was paid a visit at my home in Alabama by an FSIS official who was
dispatched from the Atlanta regional office to convince me to drop the issue. I told him that I
would not. Then, the agency summoned me to come here to Washington, DC where agency

officials subjected me to several hours of interrogation including wanting me to identify which of




my members were blowing the whistle on the SRM removal violations. I refused to do so. I
was then placed on disciplinary investigation status. The agency even contacted the USDA
Office of Inspector General to explore criminal charges being filed against me. Those charges
were never filed. Because all of this was occurring during the time that USDA was trying to re-
open beef trade with Japan, I found out that the disciplinary investigation and the possible
criminal investigation into my allegations were the subject of a posting on the website of the U.S.
Embassy in Japan. Both my union AFGE and the consumer group Public Citizeii filed separate |
Freedom of Information Act requests in December 2004 for any non-compliance records in the
FSIS data base that would support my allegations. It was not until August 2005 that over 1000
non-compliance reports — weighing some 16 pounds -- were turned over to both AFGE and
Public Citizen that proved that what my members were telling me was correct — that some beef
slaughter facilities were not complying with the SRM removal regulations." Coincidentally, on
the same day that those records were released, I received written notification from the agency .
that they were dropping their disciplinary investigation into my actions — some eight months
after their “investigation” began. It then took further action by Congresswoman Rosa DeLauro
and Congressman Maurice Hinchey to have the State Department remove some of the material
that was posted about me on the website of the U.S. Embassy in Japan. While I was completely
exonerated in this incident, it has caused a chilling effect on others within my bargaining unit to

come forward and stand up when agency management is wrong.

Inspector Shortages and Increased Workload

! See “Evidence of Weak Meat Inspection Program Found in Nearly a Thousand Violations of
Mad Cow Rules at Slaughter Plants,” Public Citizen, August 18, 2005,
http://www.citizen.org/pressroom/release.cfm?ID=2024




As you know, the Federal Meat Inspection Act and Poultry Products Inspection Act both require
that FSIS provides continuous inspection in meat and poultry facilities while in operation.
Continuous inspection has come to mean that in slaughter facilities, FSIS inspectors must be
present at all times to provide carcass-by-carcass inépection. In processing facilities, FSIS
inspectors must visit plants at least once per shift. In reéent years, we have experienced severe
inspector shortages in many parts of the country. This became very apparent in 2006 when the
agency experienced a cut in funding. We began to hear examples of one processing inspector
having to handle 18 processing plants in his daily assignment that covered from just north of
New York City to Connecticut. In the Philadelphia District, we became aware of another
inspector’s assignment that included 24 plants. This was occurring in spite of the fact that the
agency was testifying in 2006 before the House and Senate Agriculture Appropriations
Subcommittees that each processing inspector spent an -average of 2 hours and forty minutes at
each plant. Congress became aware of the shortages and began to address the problem by
allocating additional resources in the 4™ Continuing Resbolution for FY 2007 that was signed into
law by President Bush on February 15, 2007. However, there still seem to be severe inspector
shortages in several parts of the country. In July 2007, the consumer group Food & Water
Watch submitted a Freedom of Information Act request to FSIS asking for in-plant inspection
personnel vacancy data by FSIS District for the 2007 Fiscal Year. Food & Water Watch
received a response in October 2007, which I have attached to my testimony. While the chart
shows some progress in filling inspector and veterinarian vacancies, it also shows that at the end
of the 2007 Fiscal Year, FSIS was still short some 800 in-plant inspection personnel — running a

10.25% national vacancy rate.  There were also wide variations in vacancy rates among FSIS




Districts ranging from a low of 6.03% in the Jackson District to a whopping 21.25% in the

Albany District. These are not our numbers — these are the agency’s numbers.

These shortages are taking a toll on my members and their ability to do their jobs. In early 2007,
the NJC along with the consumer group Food & Water Watch conducted survey of nearly 5700
of my members. We mailed a questionnaire to them and 1320 responded, and this is what we
learned:

-- Over 70% said staffing shortages impacted their physical and mental health;

-- More than half of slaughter and combination plant inspectors responded that less than half
of the regulatory violations they observed were actually recorded on non-compliance reports;

-- Nearly 90% of slaughter and combination plant inspectors reported that off-line inspectors
(those inspectors responsible for writing non-compliance reports) have been pulled to cover
vacancies on the slaughter line (where they cannot write the reports);

-- Nearly 40% of inspectors who were on patrol assignments stated that not all processing
plants in their circuit were visited at least once per shift and over three-quarters of those
inspectors stated that those plants were not visited at least once daily.

These shortages are putting consumers at risk because FSIS inspectors are not able to do a

thorough job of inspecting meat and poultry products because there are not enough of us to do it.

On the issue of workload, there was a March 4, 2008 study released by the organization OMB
Watch in which they found that the number of FSIS employees has not kept up with the
increased level of production in the meat and poultry industries. The study points out that in FY
1981, there were 181 FSIS employees per billion pounds of meat and poultry inspected and

passed; in FY 2007, FSIS employed fewer than 88 workers per billion pounds — a 54 percent

drop. Ihave also attached that study to my testimony for your consideration.




That has meant one thing ~ increased line speeds. Today, we have some poultry slaughter
facilities that are allowed to operate line speeds at the rate of 200 birds per minute and some beef
slaughter operations at 390 head per hour. The agency‘ is now considering industry proposals to
permit some poultry processing facilities to operate at even faster line speeds. ‘In the 2007 joint
NJC- Food & Water Watch survey of my members, nearly 80% of the slaughter and combination

plant inspectors reported that line speeds were so fast that it made it difficult to catch adulteration

on carcasses.

The agency is also considering proposals to privatize meat and poultry inspection. Since 1999,
FSIS has operated a pilot project called the HACCP-based Inspection Models Project or HIMP in
which company employees have assumed some of the duties normally performed by FSIS
inspection personnel. It has led to a reduction in the number of FSIS inspectors assigned in those
plants. Line speeds can be completely unregulated at fhese facilities. This pilot project is being
conducted in some two-dozen poultry and hog slaughter facilities. The agency is proposing to
expand this pilot eventually to cover all meat and poultry slaughter facilities and has come up
with the catchy title of Public Health Based Inspection System to hide the fact that it is trying to
outsource meat and poultry inspection. Just last week, we learned that FSIS has given its
approval to an Australian beef company to be able to export its products to the United States
under a privatized inspection system. While no beef plants are currently in HIMP in the United
States, we view the Australian approval as a backdoor attempt to introduce a privatized beef

inspection scheme here in the United States.

I thank you for your attention and I would be happy to answer any of your questions.




